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object; but I shall attempt to impart to you my thoughts and rarnarkH on various .subjects ; and, first, I am glad to nee that the Bishop of London ['Blomfieldj, in sermons just published, maintains the propriety and expedience of the Atlmnosian Creed ••-this is important and so does Bishop Muni, in a twaddling (so to say) publication. .Now, though there are parts of the Creed I would willingly see omitted, if it could be done silently, and could not defend if at tacked, yet^ an to cut it out would be to lose the damnatory eluuse.s, and to curtail it oven would he to' flatter the vain cuttceit of tho ago, I am heartily pleased at this firmness of tin* Bishop's, and notice to you that you may conceive worthier thoughts of him.
[I can explicitly ntafe what F meant In this passage. One of my first declared departures from \Vhat««ly Vt teaching, whet, among other views, leant to SabrlHnnistu, WHH in a twrmon 1 preached in College Chapel on Kastrr Day, 1H*J7. Hawkins, whately, and Blanco White idl askwl to rend it aftt*rwimlx, and none liked it. I have it- httll, with their pencil ronnncntH upon it. 'It took the view of the iloctrim* of tin* Holy Trinity which I afterwards (in IH.'U IK3L1} found to !H» the Ante-Nicene viow, t^spt»clally on tlte point of tin* * Htibordinatton of the Bon/ as Bidl (whom itt timt time f hml not read) hringn it out in one of his ehnpte&'M* HUM vit«w, I roitsulttrtHl, was taken in th<» Nieene C-tt *«•<!, iincl f. thought I hen* was a marked contrast between it ami the .Htati*mt<!tts of the Athananian Creed on the sat'tvc! diii*triin\ Of t*cttu*M% to thin day I holt^ and must ever hold* th«»rt* w it t!illi*renct* of Htattu went, though it in a diflerenct* of .stati'mcnt only, nt»t ttf wtm\ or Hulnstance, What I meiiiit when I wrote the aitovo wax that the Athanasiau C*rt*ed was written in n li*ss scriptural Htyltt than t.hc» Nicene. For mstaurt*, t*iw *»f my objectituw wan thiH : that the Athamtstan CIIMH!          that** the Son In
equal to the Father.* Now this mtht*r in«*uiis *<njuat'iu Ifw J^rmwditi/ or *«Hjiialf in HIM Divinity tti tin* Futlier ; but in neither alternative in tht* ^xtMv^Htitu inirrot't ; for in Ifw .Divinity He in not wnwl to t!n» Fitiht«r» but tho         UK tlin
Father ; and in His Personality 1I« in not ?t/H<tl, but mlwr» (Until* to the .Father. J
T am pleanetl^ mdmwr, to mm that tin* *i!rtti^!i Critic,1 whicli is undor his ittflumu'i*, not only rontutiiHl iui artbb on the Union of Church mid          (it*'you know, mif»fM»ifd to-
be written by him) and tlt'fomling it <nt lint riy/iff not thowould be added in the course of transcription.
